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WEDNESDAY, JULY 17, 1957 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
ComMITTEE ON Post Orrice aNp Civit SERvIcsE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 9:35 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 215, 
Old House Office Building, Hon. Edward J. Robeson (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Roseson. The subcommittee will be in order. 

This subcommittee was appointed to consider H. R. 7930, a bill to 
correct inequities resulting from the involuntary conversion of 
salaries of certain employees to the postal field service schedule 
under the Postal Field Service Compensation Act of 1955. The 
members of the subcommittee are Mr. Beckworth and Mr. Cretella, 
and I was designated chairman. 

This legislation will provide, in effect, for the restoration of the 
anniversary dates which certain employees had, prior to conversion 
to the postal field service schedule under Public Law 68, 84th Congress, 
for purposes of automatic step increases in salary under the Classi- 
fication Act of 1949. 

Provision for preserving such anniversary dates was omitted, 
through oversight, in the drafting of various amendments to the 
legislation submitted by the Postmaster General to provide an orderly 
classification and compensation structure for the postal field service. 
The bill that finally became Public Law 68 contained a savings clause 
which preserved the prior anniversary dates of postal field service 
employees, but contained no such savings clause for employees who 
were transferred to the postal field service from the classified civil 
service by operation of Public Law 68. 

H. R. 7930 will correct this omission and provide for treatment of 
all employees who are now in the postal field service on a substantially 
equal basis with respect to anniversary dates for step increases. 

The Post Office Department has submitted a favorable recommen- 
dation on this legislation, and estimated that the necessary adjust- 
ments will cost approximately $200,000. Without objection, H. R. 
7930 and the Post Office Department report will be inserted in the 
record at this point. 

(H. R. 7930 and the Post Office Department report follow:) 


(H. R. 7930, 85th Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To correct certain inequities resulting from the involuntary conversion of salaries of certain em- 
ployees to the postal field service schedule under the Postal Field Service Compensation Act of 1955 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That each employee— 
(1) who is in the postal field service on the date of enactment of this 
section, 
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(2) whose basic salary was adjusted under section 304 of the Postal Field 
Service Compensation Act of 1955 (Public Law 68, Eighty-fourth Congress) 
and, immediately prior to such adjustment, was paid under the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended, or under a prevailing wage schedule, 

(3) who, prior to such adjustment of salary, had performed service which 
was creditable toward his next within-grade step-increase under section 701 
(a) of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, or under such prevailing 
wage schedule, and 

(4) whose amount of increase in basic salary received upon adjustment of 
his basic salary under section 304 of the Postal Field Service Compensation 
Act of 1955 was less than the difference between the salary for that step of 
the grade of his position under the Classification Act of 1949, as amended, 
or of his position under such prevailing wage schedule, which he occupied 
immediately prior to such adjustment of salary and the salary at such time 
for the next higher step of such grade, 

shall, for purposes of the first advancement by step-increase under and in 
accordance with section 401 of the Postal Field Service Compensation Act 
of 1955— 

(A) have his anniversary date adjusted to the first day of his first pay 
period under such Act which begins on or after the date on which he would 
have earned a within-grade step-increase under the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended, or a within-grade step-increase under such prevailing 
wage schedule, if his position had remained subject to the Classification Act 
of 1949, as amended, or subject to such schedule, as the case may be, unless 
his anniversary date under the Postal Field Service Compensation Act of 
1955 which is in effect on the date of enactment of this section occurs earlier 
than such adjusted anniversary date, and 

(B) be paid, for all periods of service performed by him under the Postal 
Field Service Compensation Act of 1955 beginning on or after such adjusted 
anniversary date, the additional basic salary to which he becomes entitled 
under such Act by reason of this section, 
subject to and in accordance with the following requirements: 

(i) that any advancement of such employee by step-increase under section 
401 of such Act which such employee may have received prior to the date 
of enactment of this section shall not be regarded as an equivalent increase 
in basic salary for purposes of such Act, and 

(ii) that the amount of additional basic salary to which such employee is 
entitled under clause (B) of this section is appropriately reduced by the 
amount of additional basic salary attributable to any advancement of such 
employee by step-increase under section 401 of such Act prior to the date 
of enactment of this section. 


Post OrriceE DEPARTMENT, 
BUREAU OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL, 
Washington, D. C., June 26, 1957, 
Hon. Tom Murray, 
Chairman, Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. Cuarrman: The Postmaster General has requested me to advise 
you of the views of the Department concerning H. R. 7930, a bill designated to 
correct inequities resulting from the involuntary conversion of certain employees 
to the pay schedules under the Postal Field Service Compensation Act of 1955. 

Postal field service employees who were paid under Public Law 134 and those 
paid under the Classification Act of 1949 received the same 6 percent pay increase 
provided by Public Law 68, approved June 10, 1955. However, the employees 
who were formerly paid under the Classification Act were not allowed, under the 
provisions of Public Law 68, to retain their anniversary date for automatic ad- 
vancement purposes upon conversion to the schedules under Public Law 68. The 
omission of these employees from benefits comparable to those granted other field 
service employees under section 403 of Public Law 68 was obviously an oversight. 
The omission developed as a result of certain amendments made to the original 
bill presented to the committee. The Department attempted to correct this 
inequity administratively, but it was held under the technical provisions of the 
law that there was no authority to permit the former Classification Act employees 
to carry forward the anniversary date under that act. 

Enactment of H. R. 7930 will correct and eliminate this inequity. It is esti- 
mated that the adjustments proposed by this bill will result in an additional cost 
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to the Department of approximately $200,000. The Department favors enact- 
ment of this legislation to eliminate this inequity. 
This report has not been cleared through the Bureau of the Budget due to the 
urgency of your request. 
Sincerely yours, 
Ase McGrecor Gorr, 
General Counsel. 


Mr. Roszson. The first witness is Representative J. Vaughan 
Gary, of Virginia, who introduced H. R. 7930. We are glad to have 
you with us this morning, Mr. Gary. We will be pleased to hear you. 


STATEMENT OF HON, J. VAUGHAN GARY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Gary. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am glad to be here. 
This bill, just as you stated, is designed to correct an inadvertent 
error in a previous law. Certain employees, a large number of whom 
had worked in the post office on accounting problems, were trans- 
ferred from the classified service to the postal field service when the 
regional accounting offices were established. The accounting fune- 
tions were transferred to the regional accounting offices and certain 
employees who performed those functions were transferred along 
with them. 

I understand that the situation was covered in the law but, in 
amending the law in some particular, certain provisions were dropped 
or omitted through an inadvertence with the result that these em- 
ployees today do not get the benefit of their within-grade promotion 
steps. It was unintentional. They are entitled to it just as much 
as the other employees. 

The Post Office Department realizes that fact and I was asked to 
introduce this bill to correct the situation, which I have done. It 
has been submitted to the Post Office Department and they approve it. 

I see Mr. Lyons here this morning. He is the personnel officer and 
is thoroughly familiar with this matter. I think he could give the 
committee any information that you desire with respect to this bill. 

Mr. Crerevia. Mr. Gary, does this apply only to those who were 
taken into the regional offices as accountants? 

Mr. Gary. It applies to all who were transferred to the field service 
from the classified service. I think that Mr. Lyons can answer that. 
I think most of them were in that division; were they not? 


STATEMENT OF EUGENE J. LYONS, ASSISTANT POSTMASTER 
GENERAL, BUREAU OF PERSONNEL, POST OFFICE DEPART- 
MENT; ACCOMPANIED BY WENDELL W. CAMPBELL, ASSIST- 
ANT GENERAL COUNSEL, LEGISLATIVE DIVISION, AND BERNARD 
J. BEARY, DIRECTOR, COMPENSATION DIVISION, POST OFFIC 
DEPARTMENT | 


Mr. Lyons. Yes. What happened, actually, was that when the 
Department first set up its regional offices the salaries were established 
under the Classification Act of 1949 for the regional offices. Then 
when Public Law 68 was passed it placed all of the employees in the 
field service, including those in the regional offices, under a single pay 
system. The other employees who were paid previously under Public 
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Law 134 had the privilege of retaining their old anniversary dates. 
All other employees started a new anniversary date on the date of 
their conversion to Public Law 68. 

This bill would give them credit for any time served toward a step 
increase under the Classification Act of 1949. 

Mr. Crereiia. Then does it apply only to men in the regional 
offices? 

Mr. Lyons. Yes, sir; because it had already been given to the 
other postal employees who were in the post offices. 

Mr. Crerexua. So that the only beneficiaries under this bill would 
be the men in the regional offices. 

Mr. Lyons. There would be about 2,800 in regional and district 
offices whose anniversary dates would be restored to what they were 
previously. 

Mr. Gary. We had the regional accounting offices, you know, long 
before the other regional offices were established. The post office 
accounting system was put on a regional basis long before the general 
decentralization program went into effect. They have transferred 
now all of the accounting features and practically all of the features 
connected with accounting such as the preparation of salary checks 
over to the regional offices. Checks used to be made out in the 
post offices. 

Mr. Crereia. That is right. 

Mr. Gary. They have now transferred all of that to the regional 
accounting offices, and a great many of the men who handled those 
matters in the post offices were transferred along with the duties. 
Then this law came along and changed the classification of various 
employees from general classification to the field service. A part 
of them were in the field service. All of the others that were trans- 
ferred were given the benefit of this within-grade promotion but these 
were not, simply by inadvertence. They were postal employees. They 
had been in the postal service and there is no reason why they should 
not be given exactly the same treatment as any other postal employee. 

Mr. Creretia. Up to the time of the transfer, were they con- 
sidered postal employees? 

Mr. Gary. Yes, then they worked in the post offices. 

Mr. Ropeson. They were postal employees in fact. 

Mr. Gary. Yes, they were postal employees. 

Mr. Roggson. Does this leave any other people in a category such 
as that in which these people found themselves? 

Mr. Gary. This takes care of all of them. I understand that 
in addition to this some employees formerly engaged in postal services 
in the General Accounting Office are denied their longevity rights. 
They were working in the Postal Branch of the General Accounting 
Office when they were transferred along with their functions over to 
the Post Office Department and lost their longevity rights. 

Mr. Rogerson. We intend to take that up. 

Mr. Gary. I have been asked if it is agreeable to me to add that 
as an amendment to my bill and it will be agreeable. That has also 
been approved by the Post Office Department. I think they are 
both inadvertent omissions from the law that should be corrected 
and it will be entirely satisfactory to me if the committee so desires 
to correct them both in the same bill and add the necessary language 
as an amendment to my bill. 
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Mr. Crerenia. Let me ask Mr. Lyons a question. On what level 
are most of these men now, Mr. Lyons? Are they in grade 11? 

Mr. Lyons. No, I would estimate that the majority of them are 
in levels 4 and 5. 

Mr. Roseson. Does that complete what you want to say at this 
time, Mr. Gary? 

Mr. Gary. Yes. 

Mr. Roseson. Mr. Lyons, suppose you proceed with your state- 
ment along with answering the question. 

Mr. Lyons. You have, Mr. Chairman, the Department’s report on 
the bill. We have people working in the same office, some of whom 
were given the benefit of their previous service toward step increases 
by maintaining their previous anniversary dates. Others were not. 
We attempted to correct this administratively and were informed that 
we did not have the authority to do so. 

Mr. Crereuua. If this bill is approved, is there any retroactive 
aspect to it? 

Mr. Lyons. Yes, sir. It is retroactive to December of 1955 when 
these employees were converted from the Classification Act schedule 
to the postal field service salary schedule. The retroactive cost for 
which we have no budget provision is estimated at $200,000 by the 
Bureau of Finance. There will be a continuing and diminishing cost 
each year until the employees affected reach the maximum step of 
the grade which they are in. 

Mr. Crereuua. In view of the precarious position of the Post 
Office appropriation, where will this $200,000 come from? 

Mr. Lyons. I cannot answer that question, Congressman. I do 
not know. 

Mr. Creretta. Maybe Mr. Gary can help us on that. 

Mr. Gary. I think I can answer that. Yesterday we had Mr. 
Brundage, the Budget Director, before the Appropriations Committee 
questioning him about the letter which he recently issued to all 
departments informing them that the President desires them to keep 
their spending at or below 1957 levels. I asked him if it applied to the 
Post Office Department. He said that he had eee the matter 
with the Post Office and that they felt that the best that they could do 
was to probably cut the Post Office expenditures $5 million below the 
total amount that the Congress has appropriated. That means both the 
regular appropriation and the supplemental, so that apparently they 
have about $5 million there that they figure they might not spend and 
this $200,000 could come out of that $5 million without crippling 
their finances, whereas, if it is not done, it would mean a grave in- 
justice to these particular employees. 

That is the only interest I have in the bill. The Department could 
spend this amount without violating the antideficiency law because 
that law provides that any amounts that are paid out by reason of an 
act of Congress shall be exempt from its provisions. 

Mr. Cretevia. This perhaps does not apply particularly to this 
legislation, Mr. Lyons, but there has been comment in the other body 
with reference to elimination of Saturday deliveries where it main- 
tained that it could result in considerable savings. Is the Department 
giving serious thought to that problem? 

Mr. Lyons. We had been giving serious thought to it, yes. How- 
ever, we feel that we have what amounts to a mandate from the 
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Congress not to decrease present service substantially and, as you 
perhaps know, when this question of elimination of Saturday deliv- 
eries came up the public protest was quite large in some areas, par- 
ticularly among the small newspapers serving the rural areas which 
had depended on rural delivery for almost 50 percent of their circula- 
tion. They found that their customers would receive their Friday 
papers on Monday under that system, which would virtually destroy 
its usefullness as an advertising medium. 

Then there is a substantial part of business, particularly in the 
smaller communities and in the outlying areas, that protested against 
any reduction in Saturday service. It is true that we have reduced 
service wherever we could without injury to the patrons and we expect 
to continue to do that. We also reduced window hours in many areas 
and are being forced to readjust some of them back again because of 
the strong public protest. 

Mr. Creretia. It would strike me that a curtailment of service in 
the larger cities probably would not be felt as much. As a sample, if 
I go to my office in New Haven on a Saturday it looks like a ghost 
town. There is nobody around and most of these offices are closed 
on Saturdays. 

Mr. Lyons. That is quite true, Congressman, and we have sub- 
stantially reduced Saturday deliveries in those areas. 

Mr. Cretretia. I did not want to usurp the prerogative of the 
chairman in asking these questions. 

Mr. Rogsgson. The purpose of the committee meeting is to be 
informed. 

Do you have any questions, Mr. Beckworth? 

Mr. Becxworru. I have no questions. 

Mr. Roseson. Did you want to add anything on this particular 
subject, Mr. Lyons? 

Mr. Lyons. I want to add only this: Congressman Gary explained 
that there is an amendment. 

Mr. Roseson. I was going to ask about that. We have been so 
advised. We have been told that there is a situation closely related 
to this. Will you proceed and discuss that? 

Mr. Lyons. In June of 1956, in response to an inquiry from Chair- 
man Murray of this committee, I commented on a proposal which 
would apply to certain postal employees who formerly worked for 
the General Accounting Office so far as their pay status is concerned, 
but actually were doing post office accounting work, and who were 
transferred to the Post Office under the Financial Control Act of 1950. 

The longevity payments in the Post Office are based solely on postal 
service and are given at 13, 18, and 25 years under Public Law 68. 
Credit for service in other departments of the Government is not 
extended for purposes of computing length of service for these lon- 
gevity payments. However, certain other Government departments 
at one time performed services for the Post Office Department, and 
this includes the General Accounting Office, and those employees 
were in fact doing postal work, so that the Department has no objec- 
tion to crediting that service as postal service for the purpose of 
longevity payments. 

One group of these employees was given that credit some time ago. 
They were actually custodial employees working for the Treasury 
Department although working in post offices and doing post office 
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custodial work. They were given that credit as postal service for 
purposes of the longevity payments, so that, therefore, it would seem 
to us to be equitable to give the last remaining group of employees 
now under the postal salary structure, who worked for the Post Office 
although reporting administratively to another agency, the same 
credit. 

That would affect approximately 400 to 500 employees who were so 
transferred. We have not been able to estimate the cost without 
making a review of each individual employee’s file, but it would not 
be isomerate amount under any circumstance, but would be quite 
small. 

Mr. Ropzson. It would not exceed what amount? What would 
you estimate? 

Mr. Lyons. It would not exceed $50,000. 

Mr. Rosreson. Do you have any questions, Mr. Cretella or Mr. 
Beckworth? 

Mr. Crereua. No. 

Mr. Becxworts. No. 

Mr. Rossson. Have you any recommendation as to language for 
the purpose of this longevity adjustment, Mr. Lyons? 

Mr. Lyons. We were requested to draw up an amendment to H. R. 
7930 which would accomplish that. I have that here, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Rossson. The amendment suggested is to add, after line 3 on 
page 4, the following language: 

Ssc. 2. Section 404 (c) (1) of the Postal Field Service Compensation Act of 
1955 (69 Stat. 123), is hereby amended (a) by adding ‘‘(E) all time on the rolls 
in the service of the General Accounting Office continuous to the date of the trans- 
fer of the employee to the Post Office Department in accordance with section 7 of 
the Post Office Department Financial Control Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 462).” as a 
new subparagraph at the end thereof, (b) by striking out the word “‘and” after the 
semicolon following subparagraph (C), and (c) by striking out the period at the 
end of subparagraph (D) and by inserting in lieu thereof “‘; and’’, 

Mr. Creretta. This amendment, Mr. Lyons, is limited only to 
those who were on the rolls of the service of the General Accounting 
Office. Suppose you run into a situation where someone might have 
been transferred and did not come from the service of the General 
Accounting Office but from some other department. Is there any 
way of dabéeciian on this so that it is not limited only to those trans- 
ferred from the General Accounting Office? 

Mr. Lyons. As I explained, Congressman, this group is the last 
remaining group who did postal service work in prior years. 

Mr. Creretia. There are no others left? 

Mr. Lyons. There are no others left. I am sure you will recall 
that the committee gave careful consideration in reporting Public 
Law 68 to the question of whether all other government service should 
be credited for the purpose of the Post Office Department’s longevity 
payments and the committee decided that that should not be the 
case because it would result in duplicate service credit due to the fact 
that under the Classification Act there is also a longevity provision. 
Congress apparently did not wish to give credit toward longevity 
increases which had already been credited under this Classifics.tion 
Act. This group, having performed postal service, it would appear 
should be treated in the same manner as other postal employees. 

Mr. Rossson. Mr. Beckworth, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Becxwortu. I have no questions. 
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Mr. Lyons. I again would like to add, Mr. Chairman, that we do 
not have the approval of the Bureau of the Budget on the amendment 
or the bill itself. 

Mr. Rosson. You have with you Mr. Campbell and Mr. Beary. 

Mr. Lyons. Unless there is something that you wish to ask, Mr. 
Chairman, there is nothing else. 

Mr. Rossson. If there are no further questions, that concludes the 
testimony. 

Mr. Creretta. Do you have Mr. Martini here from the General 
Accounting Office? 

Mr. Ropsson. He is available. 

Mr. Martini, do you want to make a statement for the record? 


STATEMENT OF JOHN H. MARTINI, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, 
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 


Mr. Martrnt. I have no statement. If the committee has any 
questions I would be glad to answer them. 

My name is John H. Martini, legislative attorney, General Account- 
ing Office. 

Mr. Creretta. My. Lyons stated that neither the bill nor the 
amendment had the approval or the blessing of the General Accounting 
Office. 

Mr. Martini. The Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Creretia. They are in favor of the bill as far as you are 
concerned? 

Mr. Martini. As far as the General Accounting Office is concerned, 
we would not object to the enactment of this bill. Of course, as 
Mr. Lyons stated, at one time these functions were performed in ‘the 
General Accounting Office and they were postal functions and were 
transferred under the Financial Control Act of 1950, along with the 
employees. The employees and functions were transferred at the 
same time. 

Mr. Roszeson. To put it simply, as a matter of policy your position 
is that you have no objection, but you recognize merit in it, I assume. 

Mr. Martini. That is true. 

Mr. Roseson. Thank you, gentlemen. That will conclude the 
hearing. 

(Whereupon, at 10:10 a. m., the hearing was concluded.) 


x 








